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Executive Summary

This report is prepared, as required by RCW 49.17.288, to reflect the first year of
implementation of the cholinesterase monitoring rule adopted by the Department of Labor and
Industries in late 2003. The history of the rule is described in the “background” section
beginning on page 4.

During the 2004 spray season, employers included 580 employees in medical monitoring, which
involves a baseline test and at least one periodic test. Of those employees, 97 employees (16.7
percent) received at least one test with a 20 percent or greater depression, requiring an evaluation
of pesticide handling practices. Of the same group, 22 employees (3.8 percent) were temporarily
removed from exposure because of a more significant depression.

In adopting RCW 49.17.285, the Legislature required employers to submit pesticide handling
hours to L&I on each employee who received a periodic test. Although employer compliance
with this new requirement was modest, L&I was able to obtain reports for 633 of the 911 tests
given during the 2004 season. A more detailed discussion of the 2004 results, including L&I’s
analysis of the handling hours information, begins on page 6.

The rule as adopted requires agriculture employers whose employees handle organophosphate or
N-methyl carbamate Category 1 or 2 pesticides to keep track of each employees’ hours and to
make available both baseline and periodic medical tests to those employees who handle covered
pesticides above the threshold in the rule. For the first year, the threshold was established at 50
hours during any consecutive 30-day period. The rule also provides that beginning with
February 1, 2005, the threshold will drop to 30 hours during any consecutive 30-day period,
indicating that this 2005 threshold can be changed “if the data collected during 2004 clearly
demonstrates that the threshold should be either lower or higher than thirty hours.”

Stakeholder recommendations related to the handling hours threshold were not in agreement.
Based on the arguments presented and the available information, L&I has concluded that
implementing the 30-hour threshold as scheduled will comply with the expectations of the rule as
adopted, continue to provide effective protections to workers during 2005 based on the best
currently available evidence, and ensure that more complete data for future analyses. However,
L&l also believes that the question of the appropriate monitoring threshold has not been
resolved, and that it should be revisited next year as additional data accumulates.

Overall, the first year’s experience has been a positive one, although there were a number of
issues that require further attention and analysis during the second year, and certain stakeholders
have expressed stronger concerns about the 2004 experience. L&I will continue to rely upon the
expertise of the Scientific Advisory Committee and the perspectives of the Stakeholder Advisory
Committee in implementing the medical monitoring program and in evaluating the rule and its
effects.
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Background

Certain pesticides, known as cholinesterase inhibitors, work by attacking the nervous systems of
the insects. Those same pesticides can affect the human nervous system. Cholinesterase (acetyl
cholinesterase) is an enzyme that removes the chemical neurotransmitter acetylcholine, from the
junctions between nerves cells. By doing so, cholinesterase effectively serves as the nervous
system’s “off switch” and is essential to the normal function of the nervous system.

Exposure to organophosphate or N-methyl-carbamate pesticides may lower the level of available
cholinesterase. Without the normal protective levels of cholinesterase, nerves in the body may be
over stimulated to the point of exhaustion, leading to symptoms ranging from blurred vision,
diarrhea and tremors to seizures, loss of consciousness and even death.

Monitoring cholinesterase levels in the blood through simple laboratory tests can detect
cholinesterase depression prior to the onset of illness, as well as provide information regarding
the degree of exposure and the effectiveness of control measures.

In December 2003, the Department of Labor and Industries (L&I) adopted the cholinesterase
monitoring rule for agricultural pesticide handlers (WAC 296-307-148 through WAC 296-307-
14845).' The rule was developed following more than 10 years of effort by advocates of such
medical monitoring.

In 1993, after evaluating the feasibility and benefits of cholinesterase monitoring, coupled with
the protections then being adopted as part of the pesticide Worker Protection Standard, the
Washington State Department of Labor & Industries (L&I) recommended cholinesterase
monitoring in agriculture (then WAC 296-307-14520). The recommendation included baseline
and periodic red blood cell (RBC) and plasma cholinesterase testing for workers handling
organophosphate or N-methyl-carbamate pesticides for 30 or more hours in any 30-day period.

In 1997, L&I was asked to implement mandatory cholinesterase monitoring. L&I declined to do
S0, based on a consideration of available L&I resources and agency priorities. L&I did not,
however, decide that a rule was not warranted. L&I’s decision not to pursue rulemaking at the
time led to legal action to require L&I to act. In 2002, the Supreme Court of the State of
Washington in Rios? upheld the 1993 decision to adopt a recommendation rather than a rule, but
required L&I to initiate rulemaking in response to the 1997 request. The current rule as adopted
was the result of the rulemaking initiated by L&I following Rios.

Cholinesterase monitoring in agriculture has also received legislative attention. In 2003, the
Legislature provided funding to offset the rule’s medical costs and the cost of the analysis of the
rule. In 2004, the Legislature provided additional funding, including funding to reimburse
employers for several other rule-related costs. It also adopted RCW 49.17.285 and 49.17.288,
the latter of which requires L&I to make annual reports to the Legislature following the first
three years of the rule’s implementation. This document is the first of those required reports,
including the results of the rule’s first year and L&I’s “data collection, correlation and analysis,”
particularly as it relates to the relationship between pesticide handling hours and reported
cholinesterase depressions (“depressions” are identified when an individual’s effective level of
cholinesterase drops below certain levels identified in the rule).

L A copy of the rule is attached for reference as Attachment 1.
2 Juan Rios and Juan Farias v. Washington Department of Labor & Industries, et al., 145 Wn.2d 483, 39 P.3d 961
(2002).
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The rule as adopted requires agriculture employers whose employees handle organophosphate or
N-methyl carbamate Category 1 or 2 pesticides to keep track of each employees’ hours and to
make available both baseline and periodic medical tests to those employees who handle covered
pesticides above the threshold in the rule. For the first year, the threshold was established at 50
hours during any consecutive 30-day period. The rule also provides that beginning with
February 1, 2005, the threshold will drop to 30 hours during any consecutive 30-day period,
indicating that this 2005 threshold can be changed “if the data collected during 2004 clearly
demonstrates that the threshold should be either lower or higher than thirty hours.”

The rule also instituted two advisory groups to work with the L&I in evaluating the rule. The
first of these, the Cholinesterase Stakeholder Advisory Committee, was formed last January to
replace the informal stakeholder group that had worked with L&I during rule development. The
committee includes representatives of growers, farmworkers, and affected agencies.

In addition, the Cholinesterase Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC) was formed specifically to
assist with the analysis of testing data and L&I’s evaluation of the rule’s implementation. This
committee includes individuals recommended by both growers and farmworker representatives,
as well as other individuals from within Washington and outside the state, all of whom bring a
scientific perspective to the rule’s analysis. Two members of the SAC also were asked to serve
on the stakeholder group, although issues around scheduling and meeting attendance limited
their participation somewhat.

During the rule’s first two years, the Public Health Laboratory (PHL) in the Washington State
Department of Health (DOH) was designated by L&I as the sole laboratory providing analytical
services under the rule. Beginning in 2006, the rule allows (but does not require) L&I to identify
and approve other laboratories to provide the necessary analytical services.

$ WAC 296-307-14810.
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Statistical Summary of 2004 Experience
Overview

During the 2004 spray season, employers sent 2630* employees in to obtain baseline tests. Of
those, 2050 employees did not receive any periodic monitoring, presumably (at least in most
cases) because their exposure levels remained below 50 hours in any one 30-day period.”

Of the 580 employees who received at least one periodic test, 97 employees (16.7 percent)
received at least one periodic test result with a 20 percent or greater depression, requiring the
employer to evaluate pesticide handling practices for possible deficiencies.®

Of those same 580 employees, 22 (3.8 percent) were removed from exposure due to a more
significant depression (at least 30 percent depression in red blood cell (RBC) cholinesterase or at
least 40 percent depression in plasma (serum) cholinesterase).’

In adopting RCW 49.17.285, the Legislature required employers to submit pesticide handling
hours to L&I on each employee who received a periodic test. Although employer compliance
with this new requirement was modest, L&I was able to obtain reports for 633 of the 911 tests
given during the 2004 season. With slightly fewer tests available when it did its own analysis,
the Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC) drew no conclusions based on this data. The SAC
also expressed concern that responses received would not be representative of the entire
population. L&I believes, however, that the available data provides useful information, provided
its limitations are acknowledged and understood.®

* This number (2630) includes tests for covered pesticide handlers. Other tests, such as L&I QC testing, tests
submitted to the program in error, and the tests submitted by the Washington Farm Bureau, are not included.

® In its December 2003 cost analysis as part of the rulemaking, L&I had extrapolated from employer survey data to
estimate that there were 1461 employees who would be covered by the monitoring requirements during 2004; given
this estimate, and on the much lower number of participants in periodic tests, it seems clear that the number of
baselines during 2004 was considerably higher than required. Based on the limited enforcement activity in which
L&I engaged during 2004, there is no inspection evidence that a significant number of growers sent employees in
for baselines but then failed to follow through with required monitoring (based on the limited information available,
it is more likely that at this time unknown number of growers failed to participate at all). However, there is some
evidence that employers failed to accurately report hours among at least some handlers who did receive periodic
monitoring; it is likely, therefore, that at least some of the employees who received baselines but did not receive
periodic tests should have received such periodic monitoring under the rule.

® The data reflects a total of 911 periodic tests given to 580 employees. Of those tests, 176 tests (19.3%) identified
depression to the work practice evaluation level.

" In its December 2003 cost analysis, L&I used a 3 percent central estimate of the number of monitored employees
who would experience depression, with a lower estimate of 1.2 percent and an upper estimate of 4.8 percent. The
2004 experience of 3.8 percent is well within the range of estimates previously identified and falls closer to the
central estimate than to the upper. The December 2003 analysis did not estimate the number of employees who
would experience a depression to the work practice investigation level.

& One of the areas of concern in treating this data as representative is illustrated by the fact that L&I has handling
hours data on 77.3 percent of the work removal cases and 50.1 percent of the work practice investigation cases,
compared to 69.5 percent of the tests overall. Another area of concern is that the rate of work practice investigation
depression reported among those tests for which L&I has handling hours is 14.1 percent (by test, rather than by
employee), compared to the 19.3 percent rate for the number of tests overall. The medical removal rate is 2.7
percent (again by test, rather than by employee), compared to the 2.4 percent rate for the number of tests overall.
These may or may not be meaningful disparities, but they do suggest caution is necessary when drawing conclusions
from this data.
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Work Practice Investigations Correlated with Handling Hours

In relation to the work practice evaluation requirement, the rate of such depressions among the
monitored population for whom handling hours are available is 14.1 percent. As illustrated by
Table 1, the rate for employees with greater than 50 reported hours in the previous 30 days is
14.9 percent, the rate for employees with between 30 and 50 hours is 15.9 percent, while the rate
for employees with fewer than 30 reported hours is 10.5 percent. The table also includes
separate results for plasma (serum) cholinesterase depressions, in relation to which the Scientific
Team has suggested the laboratory data has a high reliability.’

Table 1: Rate of Work Practice Investigation Depressions
(for those cases where handling hours data is available)

18.00%

16.00%

14.00%

12.00% -

10.00%

O Depressions

B Plasma Only

8.00%

6.00%

4.00% -

2.00%

0.00%
Overall Less than 30 30 to 50 50 or more

Notes on Table 1:

“Overall” reflects 89 total depressions and 62 plasma depressions of 633 periodic tests for which L&I has hours.
”Less than 30” reflects 16 total depressions and 6 plasma depressions of 152 periodic tests in that range.

30 to 50” reflects 22 total depressions and 19 plasma depressions of 138 periodic tests in that range.

50 or more” reflects 51 total depressions and 37 plasma depressions of 343 periodic tests in that range.

The number of depressions, when broken into categories by handling hours, is too small to draw
conclusions with any level of statistical confidence (and it is probably not sufficiently
representative to allow such conclusions in any case'®). But the data does not contradict the

® Questions are periodically raised regarding the relationship between RBC and plasma depressions; it should be
noted that it is to be expected that some employees would experience RBC depressions and other plasma
depressions. Different pesticides have different effects on the two types of cholinesterase, and the degree to which
the effects of exposure remain over time also vary.

19 Even if 100 percent of the hourly handling reports had been received, the data still might not be representative for
those employees with fewer than 50 hours of reported handling in the previous 30 days. Since the rule does not
require periodic tests below that level, it is at least possible that employers who made the tests available at lower
levels differ in some meaningful way from the population at large. For example, they may be more attentive to
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hypothesis that the risk of depression increases at higher exposure levels, and it tends to support
the belief that there is a meaningful risk at lower levels, particular in the 30 to 50 hour range.

Medical Removals Correlated with Handling Hours

Of the 22 employees with reported depressions to the work removal level, L&I has currently
obtained handling hours on 17. Twelve of the 17 were reported to have handled covered
pesticides at or above the 50-hour threshold. Three were reported to have handled covered
pesticides between 30 and 50 hours, and two were reported to have handled pesticides fewer than
thirty hours.

When compared to the monitored population for whom handling hours are available, the rate of
medical removal (by test, rather than by employee) is 2.7 percent. As illustrated by Table 2, the
rate for employees with greater than 50 reported hours in the previous 30 days is 3.5 percent, the
rate for employees with between 30 and 50 hours is 2.2 percent, while the rate for employees
with fewer than 30 reported hours is 1.3 percent.

Table 2: Rate of Medical Removal Depressions
(for those cases where handling hours data is available)

4.00%

3.50% +

3.00% +

2.50%

O Medical Removal
B Plasma Only

2.00%

1.50% +—

1.00% +

0.50%

0.00%

Overall Less than 30 30 to 50 50 or more

Notes on Table 2:

“Overall” reflects 17 total removals and 12 plasma removals of 633 periodic tests for which L&I has hours.
”Less than 30" reflects 2 total removals and 1 plasma removal of 152 periodic tests in that range.

30 to 50" reflects 3 total removals and 1 plasma removal of 138 periodic tests in that range.

50 or more” reflects 12 total removals and 9 plasma removals of 343 periodic tests in that range.

health and safety concerns, making it less likely that a depression would be identified. Or they might be less
attentive to administrative details (and therefore less aware of the monitoring thresholds), making it more likely that
a depression would be identified. In addition, they are a much smaller sample of the employers they represent than
are those employers who participated because their employees exceeded the 50-hour threshold.
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The very small size of the numbers involved discourages conclusions about the risk represented
by each category of handling hours. Once again, it is difficult to say more than that the data does
not contradict the hypotheses that risk increases with higher exposure, and that it tends to support
the conclusion that meaningful exposure exists at levels below those addressed by the 50-hour
threshold.
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Results of L&l Consultation Activity

For each reported depression, L&l field staff contacted the affected employer and offered him or
her a WISHA consultation pursuant to RCW 49.17.250. L&I, in discussions with the
Stakeholder Advisory Committee, concluded that it was appropriate to use consultation
resources, if possible, to follow up on such cases in a more cooperative manner rather than using
the reports as the basis for an enforcement visit. Consultants were asked to gather basic
information about the circumstances of the depression and the employer’s response to it.

One of the inherent limitations of any such investigation is that it is likely to occur (at best)
several weeks after the exposure in question has occurred and it is difficult to reconstruct events
based on employer and employee interviews. This is a particular problem when the underlying
issues may involve chronic exposures rather than a single event, or when work practices may be
followed most of the time but not always. As a result, the consultations did not yield as much
information as had been hoped, although they were suggestive in several respects.

Another limitation specific to the use of WISHA consultation resources to gather information is
the confidentiality of the information obtained in such consultations, even if the employer and
employee identities have been redacted. This confidentiality of the information obtained in
consultation reports has been clarified by a recent Court of Appeals decision, and L&l is
requesting waivers from the affected employers to allow more detailed data to be shared outside
the department (L&I is making this request with the understanding that employer and employee
identities will be protected even if the confidentiality of the consultation information is waived).

In many cases, employers with reported depressions appeared to have at least basic programs to
protect their employees from pesticide exposure, and it was not always possible to document
likely problems that may have contributed directly to the reported depression. However, several
general recommendations can be shared based on the consultation information obtained to date
(the following qualitative observations are primarily based on an initial document provided by
the Region 5 WISHA consultation supervisor and confirmed by other L&I staff who have
reviewed the consultation reports).

Respiratory Protection

e Most handlers use half-face respirator masks. A half-face respirator leaves the skin above
and around the respirator open to contamination. Mixers and applicators need to thoroughly
wash their face, neck, and any other potentially exposed skin immediately after applications.
Full-face respirators provide a higher level of protection than half-face respirators. The
powered-air purifying type of respirator (helmet, hood, or full-face) provides a greater
protective factor than a simple full-face respirator.

e Employers need to make sure that respirator cartridges and filters are changed for each shift
or that a change-out schedule is documented and implemented to follow manufacturer
specifications for the type of chemical used and the cartridge or filter.

e Fit testing of respirators needs to follow protocols identified in WISHA respirator rules.

e Employers need to ensure that respirators are stored in a clean and sanitary condition, away
from sunlight and other potentially damaging environmental conditions. WISHA staff have
seen effective storage consisting of sealed plastic containers, or large zip-lock type bags, and
lockers, drawers, or shelves that protect the respirators from damage.

e Employees must be trained on every aspect of the employer’s respiratory protection program.
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Other Personal Protective Equipment (PPE)

e Employers must enforce strict decontamination procedures every time handlers and
applicators remove chemical gear such as coats, pants, gloves, boots, and respirators. This
requires closer and stricter management of the employees since the applicators work on
several blocks separated by several miles where management has not traditionally monitored
work closely.

e Employers need to make sure pesticide-handling employees wash their gloves, coats, pants,
and boots prior to removing any articles of PPE.

e Employers need to make sure pesticide-handling employees wash their hands after removing
their gloves before eating, drinking, smoking, or using the restroom.

e Employers need to make sure all of their chemical gear fits the employees well.
e Employers need to select PPE based on the label for the pesticide.

e Daily inspection of all PPE must be performed to ensure that it is undamaged and functioning
properly.

e Employers need to anticipate and address those “natural breaks” that may occur (such as an
applicator’s return to the loading station), making sure that required cleaning supplies are
available and that employees do not remove PPE without using these supplies.

Equipment and Maintenance

e Itis important that the tractors and sprayers are properly decontaminated between
applications to ensure that employees are not exposed to pesticide residues. The tractors may
have pesticides on the steering wheel, operation controls, seat, hood, and other areas. An
employee who is performing maintenance like checking the oil levels of the tractor or simply
moving the tractor to the loading area may not know that they’re working on a tractor that is
contaminated with pesticides because the tractor was not properly decontaminated.

e Unclogging spray nozzles and cleaning spray equipment have been identified as potential
sources for exposures in our fieldwork. Proper gloves (providing dexterity and protection)
and other PPE must be worn when unclogging spray nozzles, so that employees do not
contaminate themselves while performing this, and other, routine maintenance. Some farms
have purchased pressure washers to decontaminate PPE, tractors, and implements.

One common factor in the operations with reported depressions was the application of covered
pesticides using air-blast sprayers towed by tractors.

Headwear

Some employees revealed that they wear a cotton baseball cap or bandana during application.
Some mentioned that this helps keep the coat hood from falling onto the face during application.
The cap can easily absorb and hold pesticides released during the air-blast application. The
employee is not consistently washing the hat, thus providing a possible route for pesticide
exposure. Employers need to address the headwear issue, possibly restricting its use during
applications or providing chemical resistant visors or caps specifically for use during pesticide
handling and application.
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Pesticide-Specific Observations

e WISHA consultation staff encountered the suggestion that handlers may be less careful
applying Sevin™ (a carbamate) when this is used as a chemical thinning agent, apparently
believing it is not as dangerous as organophosphates because it is not being applied purely
for insect control. Employers should stress in safety meetings and during chemical hazard
communication training that all Sevin™ products, especially category I and Il formulations,
can cause cholinesterase depression and should be treated accordingly.

e WISHA consultation staff also noted that the current label on Lorsban 4E™ declares that it is
a cholinesterase-inhibiting organophosphate, but it does not require respirator use.** It is still
one of the pesticides requiring compliance with the cholinesterase rule. Our consultants
indicated that, in each case, the farmers have gone beyond the label requirement and require
the use of a respirator when applying Lorsban.™ Employee interviews confirmed this.

Work Practice Investigations and Medical Removal

e When a work practice investigation was indicated by a report of depression, several
employers did little to investigate work practices prior to the WISHA consultation. It is not
clear whether the employers presumed that the consultation itself would provide the
necessary investigation of work practices. However, this investigation must occur as soon as
practical; waiting for WISHA to perform the evaluation is not sufficient.

e WISHA consultants were able to confirm that, almost without exception, appropriate
removal occurred as soon as the employer was notified of the depression (although in several
cases there was an apparent delay in the employer receiving this notification from the
medical provider).

1 |&I understands that the federal Environmental Protection Agency will be requiring respirator use on new labels
as a result of the chlorpyrifos reregistration review.
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The Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC)
Committee Members

The SAC, created in February of 2004, is chaired by Dave Kalman, PhD, who heads the
University of Washington’s Department of Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences.
The remaining members of the committee include the following:

e Dave Bonauto, MD, Associate Medical Director of the Department of Labor and
Industries, Safety and Health Assessment for Research and Prevention Program

e Rupali Das, MD, MPH, California Department of Health Services

e Allan Felsot, PhD, Washington State University Extension Specialist and Environmental
Toxicologist

e Matthew C. Keifer, MD, MPH, Associate Professor of Environmental and Occupational
Health Sciences, University of Washington

e Michael O’Malley, MD, MPH, Staff Physician with UC Davis Employee Health Services
and consultant to the California Department of Pesticide Regulation's Worker Health and
Safety Branch

e Steven Smith, MD, MPH, Contract Medical Director at Umatilla Chemical Disposal
Facility, employed by Washington Defense Company, a subsidiary of Washington Group
International, Inc.

e Juliet VanEenwyk, PhD, State Epidemiologist for Non-Infectious Conditions,
Washington State Department of Health

e Inaddition, the SAC requested the addition, as consultants, of two members whose
specialized expertise the SAC desired:

o Barry Wilson, PhD, of the Department of Environmental Toxicology at the
University of California, Davis

o Gerald van Belle, PhD, Professor of Biostatistics and Environmental and
Occupational Health Sciences, University of Washington

L&I appreciates the work of this group of volunteers and thanks their respective employers for
making them available to assist in evaluating the rule and its implementation. John Furman,
PhD, MN, CIC, Occupational Nurse Consultant with WISHA Policy & Technical Services,
served as the primary staff support and liaison with L&l.

Draft Preliminary Report

The SAC provided a draft report based on the available data from the first year’s experience to
L&l and to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee in November. The 70-plus page report
contained a good deal of information and analysis, including a number of observations and
recommendations for improvement directed to the Public Health Laboratory, medical providers
and L&I. However, the stakeholder committee noted in its comments on the draft that the
document was difficult to navigate and asked that the final document include an executive
summary, as well as a single set of collected conclusions and recommendations. The SAC
responded positively to these suggestions, as well as to other more specific comments, and is in
the process of incorporating those comments so that an executive summary of the report can be
made available by mid-January.
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Although L&I had originally hoped that the report would be completed sooner, both L&I and the
Stakeholder Advisory Committee encouraged the SAC to take the time necessary to produce a
usable document, recognizing the high level of legislative and public interest in the issues. In
addition, the delay does not prevent the lab or L&I from moving forward with those
recommendations of most immediate interest since they have been kept aware of the SAC’s work
throughout the process.

One area of immediate interest is related to the question of whether the 30-hour threshold
scheduled to take effect in February of 2005 should be modified. The SAC concluded as a group
that there was not sufficient data available to make a recommendation on this issue. The
handling threshold is discussed in more detail beginning on page 23 of this document.
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The Stakeholder Advisory Committee

Committee Members

The Stakeholder Advisory Committee was created in January 2004. Its original members
include the following:

e Jim Jesernig, Jesernig & Coyne, on behalf of the Washington Potato Growers (grower
representative)

¢ Kirk Mayer, Washington Growers Clearinghouse (grower representative)
e Erik Nicholson, United Farmworkers (farmworker representative)

e Griselda Vega, Columbia Legal Services, on behalf of her clients (farmworker
representative)

e Matthew Keifer, MD, MPH, University of Washington (farmworker-designated
scientific member)

e Allan Felsot, PhD, Washington State University (grower-designated scientific member)
e Dorothy Tibbetts, Manager, Pesticides & Surveillance, DOH

e Ann Wick, Pesticide Program Manager, Washington State Department of Agriculture
(WSDA)

Before the meeting on November 22, 2004, Mr. Jesernig temporarily withdrew from the
committee and was replaced by Heather Hansen of the Washington Friends of Farms and
Forests. Ms. Vega also has since notified L&I that she is leaving her current duties and can no
longer serve on the committee. She will be replaced by Dan Ford, also of Columbia Legal
Services.

Michael Wood, CSP, Senior Program Manager for L&I’s WISHA Policy & Technical Services,
facilitates the committee’s meetings. Stefan Dobratz, CIH, L&I’s Industrial Hygiene Program
Manager, also participates (Mr. Dobratz’s participation began while Mr. Wood was on
temporary assignment to another part of the agency during the spring of 2004). In addition, the
committee seated Nathan Lacy, PhD, Director of Environmental and Laboratory Services, DOH,
and Dave Puente, Region 5 Compliance Manager, L&lI, as advisory members.

Consensus Recommendations of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee

At its November 22 meeting, the committee reached consensus on the following
recommendations/observations for 2005. The following recommendations of the Stakenolder
Advisory Committee to L&I reflect the position and opinion of that committee:

#1. Timely Follow-Up by L&I

Both the labor and employer representatives have acknowledged the need for L&I to provide follow-
up in a timely manner. The data gathered during L&I visits has become critical for a complete
analysis by the Scientific Team. With the consultations taking up to a month to be opened, valuable
data was lost. Employers and employees cannot be expected to reconstruct over two months of
information. We strongly urge L&I to commit to perform follow-up visits within 72 hours of
employer contact for workers who have depressions to the removal level and within two weeks for
workers who have depressions to the alert level. L&I should confirm the removal of workers and the
provision of medical removal benefits at the time of initial contact.
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#2.

#3.

#4.

#5.

#0.

#1.

#8.

#9.

Timely Notification to both Employer and Employee regarding their Results

It is imperative that, once L&I receives the results from CMDS, the agency provide the information to
the medical provider and the employer, especially when removal of an employee is required. We
recommend either same day turn around or within the next business day following L&I receipt of
results. While not stated in the rule, L&I was notifying the employer by phone to assist in getting the
information to the employer in advance of the lab mailing the results. We believe that this practice
must continue in an effort to protect the health and safety of the handlers.

L&I Should Receive Employee ldentities When a Depression Occurs

In order for L&I to follow up with employers and employees, L&I staff who will make such contacts
need to be given employee identities. If this cannot be done legally without a waiver from the
employee, such a limited waiver allowing the employee’s name to be shared with L&I should be
obtained at the time the blood is drawn.

Employees Who Have Experienced Depression Should Be Interviewed

L&I’s on-site visits should include confidential interviews with any employees who have experienced
a work removal or work evaluation depression. L&I should record how many employees who have
experienced depressions to either the work practice investigation and work removal level were
interviewed during the consultations.

A ChE Medical Monitoring Rule Should Continue Through 2005

Although advisory committee members may disagree on the details of a rule and specific reasons to
continue the program, the committee agrees that a cholinesterase-monitoring rule should continue
through 2005.

More Data Needed

There were significant gaps in the information necessary for a complete analysis of the
implementation of the rule. We are all in agreement that there needs to be a more thorough
compilation of data including, but not limited to, the following: handling hours for every employee
that received a periodic test; time between notification of removal and actual removal; full name of
pesticides used; description of engineering controls/closed systems/all PPE used; interviews of all
employees with depressions to the alert or removal level; and interviews of a representative sample of
employees who declined testing.

PNASH Participation

L&, in consultation with WSDA and DOH, should invite participation from the Pacific Northwest
Agriculture Safety & Health center at the University of Washington to design a more detailed analysis
of what work activities may or may not be associated with reported cholinesterase depressions.

Employer Reporting of Hours

L&l and employer associations need to take steps to encourage compliance with the requirement to
report pesticide handling hours for every employee given a periodic test.

Relationship with Medical Provider

Medical providers should obtain occupational hi